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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to Amendment filed on 08/25/2008. 



2. 



There are no amendments to claims. Currently, claims 1-23 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 



3. Applicant's arguments filed on 08/25/2008 regarding the prior art rejection have been 
fiiUy considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding Applicant 's argument (Remarks, page 7) that Fuh et al. does not use a known 
pattern of information, Fuh et al. teach "authentication is carried out by comparing information 
identifying the client to authentication information stored in the network device" (Abstract and 
[column 4, lines 10-15]) wherein any information (string of numbers or string of characters) 
stored in the network device used for comparing in the authentication can be broadly interpreted 
as "a known pattem of information" as recited in Applicant 's claim language. All detail 
descriptions regarding the claimed pattem used in argument (e.g., a string or series of string of 
identifiers) are not recited in claimed invention; as a result, they are not considered. 

Regarding Applicant 's argument (Remarks, pages 7-8) that Zhigang et al. does not teach 
a known pattem of information, Zhigang et al. teaches in paragraph [0065], "authentication 
means that the server terminal also has to verify that it knows the usemame and password for the 
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browser" which indicates that the usemame and password submitted from the browser must be 
compared against the usemame and password associated with the browser stored at the server. 
Broadly, any string of character can be considered as a pattern of information, as such, the 
usemame and password can be reasonably interpreted as "a known pattem of information" as 
recited because they are known by the server. 

Regarding Applicant's request for an interview with the Examiner, Applicant is advised 
to contact the Examiner directly to schedule an interview whenever needed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the Enghsh language. 

5. Claims 1 and 9 (effective filing date 2/5/2004) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Fuh et al. (US Patent No 6,609,154, effective filing date 10/3/2002). 

As to claim 1, Fuh et al. teach: 

"A method" (see Fuh et al. . Abstract) comprising: 
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"comparing information of a request by client logic with a known pattern of information 
for the client logic" (see Fuh et al., [coluram 9, lines 25-30] and [column 10, lines 20-45] wherein 
authentication information, such as IP address, stored in the network device is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "a known pattern of information for the client logic"); and 

"when the information of the request matches the known pattem, causing at least one of 
content and software to be communicated to the client logic in response to the request" (see Fuh 
et al.. [column 12, lines 55-67] wherein requested resource is equivalent to Applicant 's "at least 
one of content and software"; see [column 9, lines 20-30]). 

As to claim 9, Fuh et al. teach: 

"An apparatus" (see Fuh et al. . Abstract and [column 10, lines 1-15] wherein the firewall 
router including Authentication Proxy is equivalent to Applicant's "apparatus") comprising: 

"a processor" (see Fuh et al , [column 10, lines 10-15] wherein the firewall router must 
include a processor in order to execute software elements, modules or processes as disclosed); 
and 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, results in comparing information of a request 
by client logic with a known pattem of information for the client logic; and when the information 
of the request matches the known pattem, causing at least one of content and software to be 
communicated to the client logic in response to the request" (see Fuh et al.. Abstract, [column 
10, lines 25-45] and [column 12, lines 55-67]). 
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6. Claims 1, 2, 5, 7-17, 20, 22 and 23 (effective filing date 2/5/2004) are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Zhigang (Publication No US 2005/0014489, effective 
filing date 7/1/2003). 

As to claim 1, Zhigang teaches: 

"A method" (see Zhigang . [0055], [0062] and [0065]) comprising: 
"comparing information of a request by client logic with a known pattern of information 
for the client logic" (see Zhigang. [0062] and [0065] wherein requesting terminal or browser is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic", and verifying that it knows the usemame and password 
for browser implies comparing information as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language); and 

"when the information of the request matches the known pattern, causing at least one of 
content and software to be communicated to the client logic in response to the request" (see 
Zhigang . [0063] and [0065] wherein message is equivalent to Applicant 's "request", and 
'authenticated' means information of the request such as usemame and password matches 
information stored or known by the authentication system). 

As to claim 2, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the known pattern selected according to an identification of the client logic provided 
with the requesf (see Zhigang . [0062] wherein the known pattern or stored registration 
information must be selected according to the value of "usemame" provided with the request in 
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order to authenticating requesting terminal (equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic") as 
disclosed). 

As to claim 5, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the known pattern of information comprising a value determined by combining 
information of the request" (see Zhigang . [0066] wherein the checksum is equivalent a value as 
illustrated in Applicant ' claim language). 

As to claim 7, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Zhigang teaches: 

"applying provision information to interpret at least a portion of the information of the 
request" (see Zhigang . [0062] wherein in order to determine if the value of "usemame" is a 
MSISDN, it must apply some information to interpret as illustrated in Applicant 's claim 
language); and 

"comparing information interpreted from the request to information identifying the client 
logic" (see Zhigang, [0062] for using field "usemame" for authentication/authorization purposes 
which include comparing information as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 
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As to claim 8, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 7 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the information identifying the client logic comprised by the request" (see Zhigang. 
[0060] and [0062] wherein requesting terminal is equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic", and 
value of the field "usemame" is equivalent to information identifying the client logic as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 9, Zhigang teaches: 

"An apparatus" (see Zhigang . [0041]) comprising: 

"a processor" (see Zhigang . [0041] wherein mobile terminal is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"processor"); and 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, result in comparing information of a request 
by client logic with a known pattem of information for the client logic; and when the information 
of the request matches the known pattem, causing at least one of content and software to be 
communicated to the client logic in response to the request" (see Zhigang . [0063] and [0065] 
wherein the disclosure of content delivered to the client terminal after the message or request is 
authenticated based on usemame and password information for browser is equivalent to 
Applicant 's claim language). 



As to claim 10, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 9 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Zhigang teaches: 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, results in selecting the known pattern 
according to an identification of the client logic provided with the request" (see Zhigang. [0062] 
wherein the known pattern or stored registration information must be selected according to the 
value of "usemame" provided with the request in order to authenticating requesting terminal 
(equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic") as disclosed). 

As to claim 11, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 9 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"fiirther comprising HTTP proxy logic" (see Zhigang. Abstract, [0033] and [0041]). 

As to claim 12, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 9 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, compares the request with a known pattern of 
HTTP request header information" (see Zhigang. [0043]-[0049]). 

As to claim 13, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 9 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 
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"logic that, when applied to the processor, results in combining information of the request 
to determine a value to represent the pattern of information in the request" (see Zhigang , [0066] 
and Table 4 wherein the checksum is equivalent a value as illustrated in Applicant ' claim 
language). 

As to claim 14, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1 1 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, results in causing an HTTP server to provide 
the at least one of content and software to the HTTP proxy; and in the HTTP proxy providing the 
at least one of content and software to the client logic" (see Zhigang . [0055] wherein mobile 
terminal 302 is equivalent to Applicant's "HTTP server", WAP gateway is equivalent to 
Applicant's "HTTP proxy", and client terminal is equivalent to Applicant's "client logic"; also 
see [0033] and [0041]). 

As to claim 15, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 9 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Zhigang teaches: 

"logic that, when applied to the processor, results in applying provision information to 
interpret at least a portion of the information of the request" (see Zhigang . [0062] wherein in 
order to determine if the value of "usemame" is a MSISDN, it must apply some information to 
interpret as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language); and 
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"comparing information interpreted from the request to information identifying the cHent 
logic" (see Zhigang , [0062] for using field "usemame" for authentication/authorization purposes 
which include comparing information as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 16, Zhigang teaches: 

"A method" (see Zhigang . [0051]) comprising: 

"comparing information of a request by client logic with a known pattern of information 
for the client logic" (see Zhigang. [0062] and [0065] wherein requesting terminal or browser is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic", and verifying that it knows the usemame and password 
for browser is equivalent to comparing information as illustrated in AppUcant 's claim language 
since the verifying must include a comparing information with stored registration information or 
known pattern as in Applicant 's claim language); and 

"modifying the request information to either validate or invalidate the request according 
to whether the information of the request matches the known pattern" (see Zhigang . [005 1] and 
[0055] wherein the WAP gateway may identify a request received from a mobile terminal or a 
browser in order to modify and process the request correspondingly). 

As to claim 17, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
16 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the known pattern selected according to an identification of the client logic provided 
with the request" (see Zhigang . [0062] wherein the known pattern or stored registration 
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information must be selected according to the value of "usemame" provided with the request in 
order to authenticating requesting terminal (equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic") as 
disclosed). 

As to claim 20, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
16 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the known pattern of information comprising a value determined by combining units of 
information of the request" (see Zhigang . [0066] wherein the checksum is equivalent a value as 
illustrated in Applicant ' claim language). 

As to claim 22, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
16 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"applying provision information to interpret at least a portion of the information of the 
request" (see Zhigang . [0062] wherein in order to determine if the value of "usemame" is a 
MSISDN, it must apply some information to interpret as illustrated in Applicant 's claim 

language); and 

"comparing information interpreted from the request to information identifying the client 
logic" (see Zhigang. [0062] for using field "usemame" for authentication/authorization purposes 
which include comparing information as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 
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As to claim 23, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
22 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang teaches: 

"the information identifying the client logic comprised by the request" (see Zhigang. 
[0060] and [0062] wherein requesting terminal is equivalent to Applicant 's "client logic", and 
value of the field "usemame" is equivalent to information identifying the client logic as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3, 4, 6, 18, 19 and 21 (effective filing date 2/5/2004) are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zhigang (Publication No US 2005/0014489, effective 
filing date 7/1/2003) as applied to claims 1 and 16 above, and fiirther in view of Fuhetal. (US 
Patent No 6,609,154, effective filing date 10/3/2002). 



As to claims 3 and 18, these claims are rejected based on arguments given above for 
rejected claims 1 and 16 respectively, and are similarly rejected including the following: 
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Zhigang teach an HTTP proxy. However, Zhigang does not explicitly teach "an HTTP 
proxy comparing information of the request by the client logic with the known pattern of 
information for the client logic". 

On the other hand, Fuh et al. teach "an HTTP proxy comparing information of the request 
by the client logic with the known pattern of information for the client logic" (see Fuh et al . 
Abstract, [column 8, lines 5-20], [column 9, lines 25-30] and [column 10, lines 35-45] wherein 
Authentication Proxy as disclosed is equivalent to Applicant 's "HTTP proxy", information 
contained in the filtering mechanism and identifying one or more IP addresses of clients is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "the know pattern of information for client logic"). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Zhigang by the teaching of Fuh et al. . because letting the 
HTTP proxy to handle comparing information of the request by the client logic with the known 
pattern of information for the client logic provides a effective central access authority and 
management services which reduce traffic and resource burden of the HTTP server by 
preventing unauthorized access to the server and freeing the server from 
authentication/ authorization process . 

As to claims 4 and 19, these claims are rejected based on arguments given above for 
rejected claims 3 and 18 respectively, and are similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang and Fuh et al. teach: 

"the request comprising an HTTP GET request" (see Zhigang . [0043] and [0049]). 
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As to claims 6 and 21, these claims are rejected based on arguments given above for 
rejected claims 3 and 18 respectively, and are similarly rejected including the following: 
Zhigang and Fuh et al. teach: 

"the HTTP proxy causing an HTTP server to communicate the at least one of content and 
software" (see Zhigang . [0041], [0080] and [0081]). 
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Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 

policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong-Thao Cao whose telephone number is (571)272-2735. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM (Mon - Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained trom the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Hung T Vy/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2163 

Phuong-Thao Cao, Examiner 
Art Unit 2164 
April 16, 2008 



